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Historie du cinema, the history of cinema: 


There is a power relation in representations, that are cultural forms of expression mediated by an 
ideology. It implies a historical perspective in the form of cinema, which can express rather than 
represent, as Pothik Ghosh would argue. There is the general form of classical Hollywood, which appears 
with Hitchcock and film noir, upto Orson Welles. This form of cinema, is mediated by images and scenes, 
that reflect minimally, the real nature of social relations, with a few exceptions. Then we have the 
gangster genre, specific to each cinema culture, Yakuza films in Japan, the crime genre of American 
gangsters in American cinema, and the Mumbai noir of India. As a young cinema goer, I would watch 
films on DVDs, bought from Pallika Bazaar, in Delhi in the 2000s, and grasp the new geo-political 
aesthetic in World cinema. There were even television channels that showed world cinema. This period, 
was an attempt to grasp the nature of cinema in Europe, Japan, Latin America, and America and India, as 
if there was a new form, best elaborated in Inarritu's Babel. This expansive geo-political aesthetic, along 
with contingent cuts in cinema, and its intercalated stories, all indicate a new form for the globalized 
world. In contrast, there is a Fernando Solanas, whose Hours in the Furnace, indicates a critique of 
culture and power relations, by indicating in the 70s itself, a dependent neo-colonial economy and 
globalised culture, that consists of a universalisation of a bourgeois class, that then becomes Westernised 
and dominant in ideological terms, and therefore cinema becomes non-political and non-conscious of its 
social task. 


Growing up in these globalized times, one would watch films from America, in the single theatre hall in 
Hyderabad in the late 90s and early 2000s, at Sangeet, which constitutes a trope, of American language, 
culture and forms, alongside music and cassettes, and Billboards music, even as there were Iranian 
cinema interests, and university film shows of world cinema, including those of Tarkovsky and 
Angelopulous. What then is the history of cinema? It commences in Classical Hollywood, at its highest in 
Welles, and proceeds before that to Eisenstein and Tarkovsky, until there is a French New Wave with 


Godard and Malle, contemporaneous with Antonioni in Italy with Pasolini, all figures of the montage, and 
then this period ending with the recent post-1990 form of American cinema and Iranian cinema. This 
brief history as a trope, is to understand, that there are different movements of cinema, which indicate 
styles, forms and expressions of history and Marxism, and intellectual montages, all giving way to 
expressive cinema. As a counterposed movement exists, the films of Solanas and Alea, which grasp a 
montage that develops an arguement for political cinematography and montages, at their most Marxist in 
a period contemporaneous to Godard and Pasolini. Apart from the montage, the existence of didactics in 
Godard's Weekend and commentary, and social commentaries in Alea and Solanas, not to mention 
Patricio Guzman in Chile. The argument is a tableau of arguments. There is either the trope of the 
militant activist, his political commitments and the intellectual, and history, and proletarian and leftist 
politics that all constitute the basis of French and Italian and Latin American films, as indicated above, 
with its vacillations in the Antonioni cinema of existentialism and Marxism or social critique. Not to 
mention the prior period of Italian and Indian neo-realism, contemporaneous and prior to and with 
Godard or Malle. Or there is the cinema-goer, the movie-lover, the artists and their expression of pure 
art, or even artistic expressions of politics. It is between politics in cinema, history and movements and 
class struggle in cinema, an expression of social relations in cinema, or the expression of Tarkovsky and 
time, and scenes, images, and concepts and expressions of forms of social relations subordinated to 
artistic innovations, and as Bazin would put it ontology as a shift from social to fantasmatic, that is a 
fantasy of reality, in the sense of personal life, relationships and its Idea. There is either political cinema, 
or cinema proper, a idealism of expressive montages. Is cinema a metaphysical experience, the American 
and post-1990 even Kubrick's cinema asks. Is it an expressive form? Does it constitute a logic of sense, an 
aesthetic rupture, the difference between Shakespeare and Brecht in theatre, as an analogical 
arguement, or the shift from Wagner to Radiohead, maximal social wills to minimalist forms of personal 
life in music. 


This transition from the Marxist years, to the recent ontology of pure lines of flight, and imagination and 
social critique as well as pure forms and logics of sense, are the transitions from realism to cinematic 
realism. The grammar of cinema has changed in this transition, from tracking shots, montages, style and 
critique, and jump-cutting and collectives and alienation, and modernism along with long takes, 
experimental forms, and social relations of workers or the emptiness of capitalism, and despair, in 
Kierkegaardian Marxist forms, along with a certain commentary. From this to, expressions, idealism, 
outer-space films, and social critique in the background, or not existing at all. It is just the logic of sense, 
just the objective turning into a subjective state. Its grammar is cinematic appearances, dream pop, and 
shoe-gaze music, and electronic sounds, personal themes, and relationships, absolute moments of 
aesthetics, politics expressed in aesthetics that are non-expressive in organic capacities of workers' 
consciousness, that is a worker is no longer subject or material, or objectivity, but a Rancierean 
democracy of chairs and empty swimming pools, and motels and run down stores that reflect the 
proletariat who is absent not to mention the genre science fiction coming to fore. Even as Scorcese's, 
Tarantino's and Kashyap's social narrative in gangster forms, and Albee dialogues, and style deprived of 
social content, but of some trope of cinema and theatre and literature, and cinema history and 
representations itself comes about. The film is no longer an aesthetic of resistance, it is now a dream pop 
imagination of slow motion and sense. Walter Benjamin himself saw this as the optical unconscious 
revealed in slow motion, as opposed to the narrative in Marxism. Even as there exists in the interstices, a 
form of Iranian cinema, that retains the social form in a movement of cinema that remains, at least in the 
same domain as Marxism, as in Crimson Gold by Jafar Panahi, and Kiarastami's Close Up. An organic 
reflection of social themes in cinematic terms. 


What of Marxism and cinema today? It is as if there is only cinema for the movie-goer, not cinema for the 
masses and intellectualisations. But there is a cinema in Iran which reflects both aspects. Perhaps cinema 
has as its future, in images, a new Godard, the intellectual Marxist engagement. Or perhaps cinema 
witnesses literature and its movements, that is from Marxist literature, to Proust. Will cinema become 
conscious of its social task as Solanas would ask? Or will there be a cinema of poems and image (french). 
My own experience of world cinema, as I was growing up, in the 2000s, in a p2p culture and DVD times, 
all indicates a love for cinema, with a Marxist leaning as I became conscious of Marxism and workers' 
politics, and so on, that creates a rift between the pure love of cinema and its social commitments, which 
are all so complex in its realisation in my life, that I at once, as a Hyderabad fellow, coming to Delhi, 
think of social narratives and cinema cinema, as bracketed experiences, so many cinemas, so many 
histories, so many movements, so many genres, it is all cinema, and discotheques, globalization and 
Marxism. A love for Hollywood, in Sangeet cinema hall, and its music and soundtracks, even as there is 
some love for parallel and recent Indian and 60s-70s Marxist forms. From the love for sense, to the love 
for critique, as major and minor themes in the modernism of the 1990s. 


Cinema and Grammatology: 


In some Indian situations, there would be discussions on deconstruction and cinema. To belong to a 
national culture in India, especially, is not deconstructive enough. Perhaps we require a new language, or 
style, that expresses the deconstructive movement of the real. It is to take a hierarchy and undo it in, a 
novel form. It is take hindi, and deconstruct its cinema into English. Even as hindi deconstructs the 
English. We then have an interstices, in Epicurean terms. Allahbad, and other such places. It must be not 
dominant cinema, nor local cinema, something in the middle. Not English speakers only, nor Hindi only, a 
bit of mix. This subjectivity, then understands the grammar of cinema, or forms in general. They are 
people who watch cinema, for a grammar. The grammar is Hyderabad Blues. It is a small Christian 
cinema. It is also, to watch, cinema for taste. But the taste of cinema, is unique. It is to watch, Un Chien 
Andeliue. It is to watch, Eisenstein's cinema a bit. And then it is to watch Hollywood cinema for Finding 
Forrester. 


Grammar in general then. The cinema of Hitchock and Welles, remains classical hollywood, then the noir 
years, and then the thought of exeptional films. As in Zizek's classification of the universal genre and its 
exception, that evolves the genre, till there is an absolute exception. In the crime genre, the absolute 
exception is not Mean Streets, or Taxi Driver, which are exceptions, but the absolute exception, which is 
perhaps, Dog Day Afternoon. History and cinema in its grammar reflects history of societies and publics 
and people, and Indians and Americans, or Spanish people and political activists or literature kinds. In 
Europe for example, there is Amsterdam, and there are people who go there from India, for a small visit, 
and find it in their backyard in a Vijaynagar hostel room, in Delhi University. It is this movement of 
deconstruction, that allows a culture to remain singular. Or in America, as seen in Noah Baumbach's The 
Giant Squid and the Whale and Gus Van Sant's Finding Forrester and other films, of Anna Paquin, a kind 
of interstitial literary culture exists, in Soho or Brooklyn, New York. 


As unique constellations form, then there is the grammar of cinema. It must be unique in its form, and it 
must be a grammar of cutting or stretching the scene, quick takes, slow takes, long takes, length in 
takes, unique locations, minimalist ideas of settings, and locations, and then cameras and 16mm and 35 
mm, logics, alongside, new ideas of slow motion, and montages, and close-ups or objective and subjective 
logics of suture in Lacan opposed to unsutured cinema that inspires thought, or reflection, then the 
grammar of tracking shots, trolley shots, literary forms of characters and protagonists or cinematic 
idealism, green room ideas, and logics of space films, and narratives and short narratives, or long 
narratives. Eventually the relationship between cinema, cinematography, narrative and form, alongside 
camera ideas, and script ideas, scene ideas, images, film or digital looks and forms in each perspective, 
alongside, take arguements, setting arguments, special feelings, serious eternity, long histories in scripts 
like Raging Bull or uplifiting cinema like some recent Thai films, or moods in cinema. The relationship 
between, script, scene, music and directing takes and perhaps feelings and moods and senses. 


Back to grammatology. In India, there is a special feeling for cinema of unique kinds. There is the 
dominant Bollywood, and its narratives which suture cinema to dominant Hindi culture. In its place came, 
a deconstruction into new Indian cinema by Kashyap, and then there was parallely a movement towards 
Un Certain Regard films in India. A French gaze on Indian cinema, and attendant crowds of cinema goers 
for this Kashyap wave. But in the interstices, you will find people, more interested in Jim Jarmusch, and 
Malle and Richard Linklater. So many deconstructions of dominant narratives towards, the margins. It is 
the unique feature of cinema, or history, for that matter, to reflect a culture. It is for culture to be 
interstitial at times. As a trope, it is growing up in India, and relating to Spanish as a language, even as 
American cinema and music is being listened to. It involves a mix, of languages and cultures and forms, 
to finally constitute a unique taste. It requires in philosophy concepts of singularity and whatever and so 
on. But there is in its place Derrida's deconstruction. It is all about writing and parantheses. In India 
there is a culture of parantheses. It is a culture of Depaul's loving, Diamond Cafe going, people, who are 
not part of mainstream culture. They will never be the dominant, middle class. Or even the corporate 
class. They remain, people on the margins, and in interstices, which are all about keeping it different. 


History and Deconstruction: 


As a trope, there is Christianity in India, and its local, and organic forms of communities. It is the 
deconstruction, of large shops and impersonal markets, into organic forms of collectives, and self-run 
shops, and kirana shops and department stores. There is a Christian form in India, just as there is an 
Islamic form in India. The urdu poets, in the 1940s, and the mufazzil towns, of Uttar Pradesh, alongside 
Lucknow and its Hazratganj central plaza, even as these days there is a culture around urdu poetry in 
Delhi, Ramjas College. Then there are literary cultures in India, of students, in the English department, 
developing a distinct taste, in life, and literature. Comparing one's life to Ulysses, and expressing ideas of 
Kafka's Amerika, and Roberto Bolano, a group of decentered and displaced Marxists, including myself, 
who grew up on Latin American literature in Delhi. There is a culture of historians, who spend time 
reading Marx or Thompson, or Hobsbawm, and writing notes on the history of India. There are Marxists 
and communist political activists, who land up for meetings at Gandhi Peace Foundation, in Delhi. 


There is a culture of this complex cross-section, in Mumbai. When I read Gyan Prakash's Mumbai Fables, 
I could even sense its architectural plans and history, alongside my drive from Chembur to Colaba in a 
taxi in 2018, even as the history of Mumbai Mills and factories, and the defeat of industrial unions of 
Communism and its living history of the 1970s, revealed itself to me in this Shiv Sena domination. Then 
there is of course St. Xavier's College, where students are gathered listening to Tool and smoking pot in 
groups, and hostel culture. Even as other Christian colleges, and their students, learn to read and write, 
in Marx and their own forms of life. 


Bengal is finally the site of Naxalbari in the past, communist politics till the 2008 period, and then recent 
Salt Lake City and law college, and urban cultures in Park Street and New Market, all synthesising into a 
postmodern period. 


This brief history of college goers and university types, is a trope of culture in India. There is as well 
schools, and their histories, Vasant Valley, Sardar Patel, Frank Anthony, Rishi Valley, Doon, and in my 
case Vidyaranya till the 9th. The schools have their tropes, even as there are public schools, such as 
Kendriya Vidyalaya, where students waste away, and fall into sports. There is a culture around 
discotheques, and Anglo-Indian students, who love dancing. There is a culture around, political activists 
and living quarters. There is a situationist feeling among some, including myself, who would like a 
critique of everyday life, in line with Lefebvre, and Delhi University historian teachers, who mention his 
name, on and off. 


Then there are tropes of deconstruction in India. It is to meet, a worker, as a political activist. It is to 
study literature, as an English student, interested in minor literatures. Related to these tropes, are tropes 
of workers' politics, unions, forms of organisation, spontaneous occupations of factories. In an opposite 
direction, the technological trope, of Nehru place, and its computers and softwares, and in relation to this 
whole cross-section, is the trope in Europe of similar things. 


In Europe, there are political organisations, Le Monde journalists, who cover factory strikes, in Paris and 
even in India. There are philosophers, there are individuals throwing parties as Blue is the Warmest 
Colour shows or indicates. There are artists and artistic affinities between people. There are political 
activists, nucleus and organisation. Fast class struggle against the police and ATMs, as direct antagonism 
in France in 2017-8. There are, universities and colleges, mathematics and philosophy. There are the 
evenings at the river, with wine, and Hashish. There is a general type of agreement in the government 
that Le Pen, is not the woman one sees, but is someone else, a Hegelian philosopher in fact. There are 
Spanish cultures, some come to India to teach, some remain in Madrid to go out at night, to dance and 
fall in love. There are Spanish universities deep into philology. There are Madrid architectural places, 
and Barcelona, which is a bit run down at times. There is Spanish cinema, from Almodovar to Amenabar. 
History is deconstructive, when there is a 15-M movement, that becomes a protest lyric of the Spanish 
people, even as the fiesta goes on for the petit-bourgeois in solidarity. 


In Brazil, Lula's micro-economic policies, make proletarian kids play with bourgeois kids, as shown in the 
film Linha De Passe, and even as the architecture of Brasillia makes co-exist workers and bourgeoisie in a 
similar space. The same can be said of India, where the analogy to Brasillia is that bourgeois students 
and proletarian kids, sit together in colleges, or in the plaza of Connaught place in Delhi. And then there 
is deconstruction, in India for example, where the kid who politicizes the poor, and works for their 
emancipation, then goes in the evening to a discotheque with his bourgeois friends. In India as in Brazil, 
things are a little deconstructive. Although the proletarian writer Luiz Ruffato, finds tragedy and comedy 
in Sao Paulo's working class and ghettoes or favelas, where to buy a gift for one's mother, the worker in 


slums, must mug a bourgeois. Even as Paulo Fens writes of Cidade De Dieus, the City of God, where slum 
life is hard to break from unless there is a proletarian self-taught photographer. 


The tropes above all indicate, the passage, of deconstruction at work. New identities, flows, 
deterretorialisations, workers and bourgeoisies, all interacting, distant, artistic or poor, protesting or 
partying. There is a mix of classes as in Brasilia, there is montage in cinema. There is poetry, capitalism 
and class struggle, even as there is a bourgeois house. This new risk society or postmodern society is not 
a pastische but a tableau or montage of history, expressing itself in fragmentation. 


Mexico City: 


In Mexico, a long history of Zapata's national movement and then rule by the PRI. Recently a victory of 
centre-left and centre-right politics. But Natasha Wimmer, the translator of Bolano's novels expresses the 
scene of Mexico city a little better. Nights are more vivid in Mexico city. There is a history of May 68 
Tlatelolco, and Infra-realismo, and there is presently Maoism and EZLN in the countryside. EZLN formed 
out of the Maoist history of group-directed mass movements in the countryside. Very similar to India, but 
very different. There are workers politics and Trotskyism at work in Mexico. Even as the Mexico city, 
remains a vivid scene at night. In structural terms the immigration to US and other places, the border 
politics at work and the Narcotics war, is a war machine in Mexico. There is as well a cinema culture that 
made it global with Inarritu, and his film Amores Perros. This cross-section of Mexico city, also must 
include its university culture, of public beards and leftist politics. There is the Collegio de Mexico, of 
Marxism and politics alongside studies and culture. The Mexican culture, of bohemia once existed at Cafe 
Quito, and now there is no writer of Mexico. 


There is however, Cuba nearby, and the history of the Cuban revolutionary movement also in Mexico. It is 
also a colonial city, with passages of contemporary metros and in another direction reflective streets, and 
happening markets even as there is financial capital in the city. It is a city where the poor and the rich 
travel by metro, and live and visit similar spaces, even as neon lights open its shops and more live. In 
films like Amores Perros, one observes the postmodern social relations, of bourgeoisies and fashion and 
cinema cultures alongside lumpen-proletarian favelas and Mexican politics. In the film Traffic one sees, 
Narcotics and American war on drugs and the war machine of corrupt police. In the film, Rojo Amanecer, 
one sees the history of the left and communism. These three films form a Hegelian syllogism of Mexican 
society, it is at once a bourgeois culture, as it is a social culture of politics and Marxism, even as there is 
a war machine hidden in its borders. As these mediate each other the syllogism is structural in a 
comparative of bourgeois cultures and Marxism, that orient the people towards a centre-left party or 
organisation. The war machine of drugs and corrupt politics, is then transfigured into the poemic nights 
of Mexico city. The nights are more vivid in Mexico city. 


Deconstruction and Marxism today: 


There is Marx, he wrote on the proletariat and power relations in representations, and parliament, as 
well as communism. There is a Marxism peculiar to each nation. In Cuba Marxism lives today in its 
spaces of reflection and political forms of government and people. In France, Marxism turned into a 
French Maoism, which remains a minimal form, and exists in philosophy. In India, Naxalbari takes place 
in the late 60s, and develops different sequences, before parliamentary forms of communism take to the 
fore as in recent times. 


Deconstruction, is the mode of analysis of cultural forms, and representations as discussed in the 
previous sections, even as there is a deconstruction of Marxist politics. Politics, in the form of Maoism, is 
deconstructed to French Maoism. It then follows a distinct trajectory of avant-garde politics. In India, 
deconstruction of politics is at work in Marxist circles, and certain marginal hysterics. Even as the 
Saidian circle, of theoretical reflection and Spivakian politics of ethical commitments, is the mode in 
which deconstruction takes place in India. Forms of politics, mass politics and class struggle co-exist with 
a theoretical culture. Theory indicates a field, in which Marxists dis-identify from politics, and identify 
with journalism, philosophy and theory. This deconstructive movement, reaches its destiny in Spivak and 
post-colonialism. We are now post-modern and post-colonial. We argue that the real, of politics in Lacan 
is the masses, with a Badiouian turn. But there still exists Other Asias, and Other imaginations. It is to 


commit to a life on the road, as Kerouac would put it. The beats knew in the 1950s itself that politics 
must be turned into a literary love or passion, and the road is an experience for America. Or on the run, 
and constantly negotiating, and living in singular commitments to friendships, comradeships, loves and 
the poor, in a Levinasian commitment. There is the Other to Badiou. It is Levinasian, and is the Dongria 
Kondh in the tribal belt. Or the poor in Andhra. We cannot be Maoist, we are on the run, but we commit 
to you, in ethical singularity. Now all these arguments on relational politics and situations and Maoism, is 
alright, but we think we need to be in America, and New York, in a theatre hall, talking about love. This 
post-colonial arrangement of the intellectual, or the individual, is it ethical at all? Perhaps, there is an 
ethic. It is the shift from Colonial times, and British discourses, to post-colonial times, and American 
Imperialism, which then structures academic fields in relation to American power. But perhaps there is 
also, a dialectical turn, a Zizekian form, and a theoretical operation within academic fields, to distance 
ourselves from the 18th century Marx, to the 21st century Marx for whom communism is a political 
structure, and the intellectual is a fugitive, or on the run, because only such dynamics reflect the turning 
of deconstruction, towards deconstructing Marx. Marx exists in love with capitalism and its destruction, 
which is deconstructed to be a life within journalism or theory. This deconstruction has ethical 
commitments, which are the singular universal alone. And this is because the myriad structures of 
exploitation, include a resistance that is existential as well. This because Derrida, argues that capital and 
labour, is dissected for a number of determinations, which include the critique of equality and power and 
government, and the form of power in favour of decentred operations. This decentering operation, is the 
defeat of the subject, and the power, in favour of the multiple. The multiplicity of resistances, include 
histories of resistance that are those of interstitial agents. There must be an interstitial agency to fight 
power. And this is re-presentation or representation, which is embedded in power relations, and the 
proletariat as the representation of the peasants, and this form of representation, excludes the differend. 
The differend is existentially, woman, hysteric, or person or individual, even in Spinoza's sense - the 
bodies within bodies, of classes and fractions and masses, that must retain a singular difference. And that 
is the postmodern Lyotardian differend. A person who sits on the edges, and does not want to participate 
in a struggle. This differend, is a friend. These internal relations, or singular universal commitments, are 
finally ethics. It implies that there are people, who are people, who are not categories of tragers, even 
though they represent that, without representation. Classes and representation, is a class a re- 
presentation, yes. It is not re-presentation, of labour into capital, and such exploitation that is to be 
marked, but also the problem of re-presentation. A class is a codification, and re-presentation, there exist 
only people, differends in fact. The universe of classes is to be re-structured, into a universe of dialectical 
or singular universal representations, if representation is adequate. The differend exists when re- 
presentation, as a multiple, and its re-presentation, into the state of the situation, is not determined by 
the absence (Zizek), which structures the re-presentation, for its part of no part (Ranciere), nor its 
Deleuzian, molar, molecular abstraction, but for the multiple such that it is void, and re-presentation of 
multiples, such that it is structured and re-structured or re-articulated, into a meta-structure, this 
structuration drive, is a structuralism. In this form, of void, situation, state, and inclusion and exclusion in 
multiple directions, there is one exclusion or many exclusions, which re-organise the problematic, in 
favour void-representations, multiples in presentation, re-presentation, multiple-re-presentations, and 
escape. It implies that the only life is singular universal, because structures exist and so structures tend 
to bind, or double-bind, to escape the double-bind is essential, because the structural levels, 
determinations and instances, or the representations are structural shifts, which one matches 
existentially with escape. All resistance that is not articulated in terms of the singular universal, is bound 
to be double-bound or biopolitical parallaxes. One escapes the double-bind, one doesn't necessarily fight 
it. To fight for organised labour, is to depress the wages of another sector, the symbolic ferret game of 
poverty and class struggle. 


The Spivakian point is fairly, to live on one's own terms, to be in love and to be loved, and to live for 
ethical singularity, and to be free. For egalitie without libertie, is not our egalitie. It is to be un-hinged, or 
in Badiou to be in fidelity. Then the work of Marxism, is to be undone, in the direction of Levinas. It is to 
be on the side of deconstruction of every category, till one forms a life-form. What is this life-form? It is 
an elementary, to and fro, fort da. Actually, da. It is to be da-sein. I am only to the extent that I live, ina 
place. The place must be a place, where I can be da-sein. Da-sein, being-there, or existence, is a complex 
term in Heidegger. It is being-in-the-world, or worldliness, states-of-mind, understanding or Being and 
emptiness or caring and anxieties and being-towards-death, being-towards-Other or collective and 
individual times, it is essentially, to constitute a pole, of da-sein. Da-sein, is simply, the ethical 
commitment to a highest of highest moods. It is not a structural fight, it is an existential fight, an analytic 
to be 'caught' in a sense, or 'thrown' into a life, that is an analytic to extend a prioris and posterioris, in a 
interstitial agency. It is to remain singular universal, about everything. 


All of this means, in India, for example. That interstitial agency is the real, of Lacan's. There is a form, of 
politics, government and class struggle, that stands deconstructed, by da-seins. These are people who 
choose pottery or fabindia lives, over working for communism. They are people tree types, or as I grew 
up, a family that was very involved in school and pottery and a artistic taste, that nurtured learning and 
life, over commitments to politics. They are students I grew up with who were only friends. While 
walking, and thinking in Sartre, I once remarked how beautiful it would be to be with a person who had 
no thought on politics, was carefree and spontaneous. There is also, commitments to swimming, and 
politics is a distant reflection on Badiou. What if these deconstructed forms of life, where spontaneity and 
Kierkegaard's aesthetics, ethics and religious, de-coupled from social relations of production, where seen 
as a form of life. What if we were Kierkegaardian? Not objectively in social mores, but subjectively in the 
notion. There is time, for spirit yet. 


Kierkegaard: So you want to be an artist? 
An individual: I do. 


Kierkegaard: I do, haha. 


Deconstruction and India in general: 


Sirohi, that is this author, set up an apparatus. It was a model, for its time being. A political and social 
structure, with gaps, and intervals and interstices. It is a Lacanian, Derridian and Foucauldian apparatus. 
It consists of viewing the political structure and social structure in terms of gaps, and intervals. The view 
of India, that this apparatus presents, is a view of de-viduals, groups of friends, and happiness among 
them, and in an interval, gapped sections of the poor, those we feel about, and incomplete structures, of 
the political and social structure. It is to see the Lacanian object-fantasy and object-a, and underlying 
fantasies, and to reject them with a partial movement of life and singular commitments. I tell the party, 
that one must organise dalit poor, and women poor, and oppose the government. Then I live in America. 
This theoretical behaviour is finally an adequate behaviour. It implies that one cares for the poor, as well 
as one's life. And so its structuralism or generality, is better, its generalization or universalisation. Don't 
help all the poor Marx argues, poverty is spirit. So one helps those in distress, and this parallax 
structuralism, in generalities, is a more dialectical work with poverty. 


Deconstruction in general is a view on post-colonial India. The colonial period, involved a double-bind, 
working against power in a mass uprising, involved enslaving the masses to a post-colonial government, 
but actually the double bind was to work even on the masses in the uprising, of independence, to create a 
subalternity, or dalit oppressed. It was finally fake democracy as the Maoists named it. But then came 
fascism in India, a far more double-bound process. To oppose fascism, was to oppose communism, and 
elect congress, which had as its partner the BJP. Then recently this opposition faced a new turn, to align 
communism with congress, to oppose the BJP, and therefore the partner of the congress became 
communism. Then the problem of communism in India, or elsewhere. To not treat it as a political 
structure, but an economic structure, is to develop an argument (Postone), if instead it is to celebrate 
third world communisms, it is in general a poverty as spirit. The apparatus produced before this, is to 
indicate that if gaps, and intervals are filled with more and more relations to the poor, and other poor, 
then totalisation proceeds. This totalisation, if not a detotalised totality, becomes a totalisation of a 
totalising movement, that requires an ideology. The ideology and its economic ideology, is finally some 
form of Keynesianism. Keynes in Toni Negri's work Revolution Retrieved, is finally a differentiated 
capital, that is opposed by workers, which it regulates through planning capital and organising capital, in 
favour of demand management. This effectively means passing wages to the poor, but it is passed by the 
state. This implies capital and state working towards the people, but the people, are also differentiated. 
This segmented worker class, involves hegemony, and therefore, it works towards a hegemonic class, 
which keeps the structure of labour, alongside the structure of state and capital, in double-bind. What 
helps the state, is that labour is empowered, except by the state, and therefore the rise of a working class 
aristocracy, and the Fordist trade union, or in present times the union form over independent worker 
self-organisation and spontaneity. 


Deconstruction, works against organised planned states, in favour of auto-poetic communities, and 
spontaneity and auto-organsing cities and protests, and spontaneous class action, and only some 
organisation by communism. It requires that generalities be, that of gapped structures, or detotalised 


totalities, because a totalisation with a totaliser, creates, power and hegemony. What is the Sartrean 
totalisation in its actuality? It is a Sartre-in-person totaliser to totalisation, jazz and democracy, Marxism 
and anarchism, council communism, and journalism, cafes and parties, workers and peasants in a 
cultural form for the moment, spontaneity, class struggle, all of this in temporal contingency, so much 
Coltrane. Or as Banaji recently argued, there are new forms of workers' class struggle in the factory, 
occupations, wild-cat strikes, general strikes in newer more active forms, what if we extended this idea to 
the peasants, and searched for new forms of peasant action in class struggle. 


Deconstruction between America and India: 


The long process of American Imperialism and Indian countrysides and tribal belts, is largely grasped by 
Jameson as the abstract structure of value in capital. It moves from hegemons, or American finance 
capital, to the world market as globalization. This abstract structure of value in capital, moves from place 
to place in the world, and has a tendency to unite at different points in the global world market, with the 
lowest labour as cheap labour and the presence of technology to facilitate quick financial transactions or 
as Prabhat Patnaik, the Indian economist and Marxist, translated to me by my brother when I was young 
and trying to understand Nandigram which was an FDI initiative which had as its other level, hot-money 
flows in FIIs, FPIs, and computer based transactions. This abstract structure of value, therefore moves 
from place to place in globalized economies, with technology, towards the highest profits in the cheapest 
labours. Therefore even as capitals are ethical agents, the structure of value coerces them to work 
against the people, and this Patnaik calls, in my studies in a publishing house, the impersonal law of 
value and its coercive nature of commodity-capitalism or finance capital. In deconstruction though, this 
form of value exists in cases. For instance, in India, the Vedanta investment in the tribal belts is an effect 
of the law of value. And the Spartan helotry of Africa is largely because capital bypasses these regions in 
a lack of technology, though as a case Zizek points to their integration into world capitalism, which is a 
case not part of the general rule of value and technology. As Shad Naved, was trying to argue, I found in 
the publishing house, capital and value is also coded in desire and gender. This for the deconstructionist 
is an important point. The abstract law of value, in creating a search for cheap labour and high profits, 
and passing from India to China to Bangladesh, to parts of Africa and Latin America, not to mention 
Europe in zones, is also coded in asymmetries of gender. This implies that the class struggle against 
bourgeoisie in general, is an attempt to organise the proletariat world over, as Banaji and Hensmen 
argue. But deconstruction argues finally that we make partial movements. And I argued for a gapped 
structure. If one follows, the convention of class struggle - Maoism in general, that would fail the 
economic structure, by creating a poor general and therefore the comprador capitals would align 
themselves against India in general, the problem of Imperialism persists into the new democratic stage. If 
CPI(M) were to intervene, the problem of poverty persists in generalisation of poverty and backwardness 
and underdevelopment, into the comprador capital that attacks it because there is generalised poverty in 
its spiral towards capitalist finance or abstract law of value. Therfore post-colonialism or democratic 
forms of minimal intervention as Zizek argues, the Syriza point-world, is the only possible point, because 
it creates, a form of generalization or universalisation, that at once creates mass protests, and sectored 
class struggles, and gender struggles or feminisms, that asymmetrically combat the attack of capital. 
Thus Lazzarato argues for a transverse axis of class struggle, becoming artist, becoming intellectual, 
becoming worker, becoming woman, becoming militant, becoming black, becoming dalit and so on. But 
what of the Poulantzas programme of Banaji and Hensman? This world-wide working class struggle, or 
Chomsky's worker's international, can combat global capital is a possibility. But even then, world- 
proletariat or world-spirit, would have to be asymmetric, because of the problem of hegemony that 
Poulantzas identifies with capital-state effects on poverty. So what of communism? It remains a 
democratic project, with minimal gestures in this world. At a later stage, it requires to replace the 
abstract structure of value? This is possible, but not probable, because the abstract structure of value 
must be planned according to communism, and planning with creativity becomes the norm. This creates 
political power problems as its double-bind as in Soviet Imperialism, but is a possibility, in a particular 
that is universalising in non-imperialist modes, which is in fact Syriza and such tendencies. Communism 
is the name of a possibility according to Badiou, it is intellectual and material labour coming to the site of 
the factory, this is a possibility because it creates a new world, but is actually bound to political 
processes, and double-binds, which can only be escaped by the government of the people, Greece and the 
re-invention of politics, communism, or in Latin America and in Europe though we call it radical left. 


What of black power in America? It seems to be an asymmetric class struggle introduced by jazz 
musicians and rappers and film artists, and workers and slum-dwellers, this seems to be an articulation of 


class struggle with art, and is a historical form of organisation of the black people's movement. The 
problem in Bolivia, of tribal power and government of the people, is looking to universalise capital, as 
post-colonialists suggest. But then the double-bind of enabling capital, and depressing the poor. This is 
precisely what Oscar Olivera, the grassroot activist and militant opposes. He asks for the poor in general, 
and in tribal belts and in feminism, and in generalisation, to be defended, and not made poorer, because 
the structure of capital in Bolivia is comprador. But then the problem of universalising the poor affects 
Morales and Linera, instead, of supporting capital or the poor, Bolivia requires a dialectic, it is to defend 
the poor, even as one develops the social structure towards cultural wealth, and comprador capital 
requires to be opposed, even as a new development which is generally in line with Cuba's cultural wealth 
arguement. This can suceed only if there is a new logic to development as planned, qualitative 
development. So Solanas becomes important. 


So how we should we read Solanas today? It seems that post-colonialism, this attitude of love for 
democracy, American lifestyles and intellectual singularity, as in India, is not Solanas' arguement. It is an 
argument for Latin America to free itself of dependency, including neo-colonial classes of the bourgeosie 
in Argentina, which universalise a culture against the people. This argument that post-colonial attitudes 
which embrace globalization, should be rejected for the new man, is specific to Latin America and its 
history. Yet a little post-colonial India would not hurt. As an absent centre, what about this post-colonial 
universalisation, of the intellectual, who is ethical, and in singular lifestyles. What if the post-colonial 
intellectual, discredited by Solanas, is another form. What is the post-colonial universalisation? It is to 
remain Indian, or Latin American, in fact more and more so, but also allow universalisation into 
Americanisms. But this would be a double-bind of capital attacking the people and creating hegemony 
among the worker aristocracy, what if however it worked as a cultural class of Latin American 
intellectuals aligned with America in qualitative ways, such that your country develops, with American 
forms, and the people are defended, and one forms a capitalist-socialist compromise. Structurally, this 
would, create a better more open culture. Though perhaps Solanas is the answer for Latin America and 
its peculiar structure of capital. The argument is that Latin America has been dependent on Europe 
earlier and America today. This dependency is also a cultural dependency, and therefore Fanon, the first 
post-colonialist is perhaps the answer to negate Latin America a bit, and support European ways as in 
fact in Argentina or Brazil or in Chile which is again a historical trajectory that is distinct within Latin 
America. Though if we were arguing in Solanas' terms, this dependency in colonial and post-colonial 
times, is a real dependency by the structure of capital against the culture of Latin America, that is based 
on a new idea of Latin America, that is culturally independent of the world-system, and is searching for a 
path to communism without capitalism, in line with Mariategui. In India, to argue for a poor people's 
state, is rejected as I earlier proposed, of a generalisation of poverty and if the poor aligned with a new 
modernity, that is largely post-colonial and aligned with America and globalisation, which if seen as the 
problem in India, the sold-out bourgeoisie to ask for something uniquely Indian would be a misnomer or 
tribalism or even too particularised. In Latin America the same arguement does not hold, because there 
is an alternate culture of intellectuals and Marxists, that express the poor in terms of Latin American 
Marxism, and bourgeoisies or cultural classes such as those are required or searched for. 


Jazz and cultures: 


Cornel West in America, argues that jazz is the appropriate political form for America. It is self- 
correcting, self-improvising and self-developing as a form. Jazz is uniquely, based on the 4/4 beat, and 
requires for its expression an unconscious movement of forms, according to Philip Larkin. It is not a tonal 
scale, nor an atonal scale, it operates on the gap between the two. Cornel West once called it the beauty 
of the Jazz note, which is a blues note on the scale. It is a bit dissonant, and not aligned with harmonies 
and classical structures of Western music, like Beethoven or Bach. It is even according to him, a bit like 
the late string quartet of Bach. That is where it begins for him. For Wagnerians like Zizek and myself, the 
blues note is finally a very unique thing, but there also exists the Middle-C, which for Cornel West, is the 
jazz soprano. Therefore there is a movement between the alto and the soprano, which creates the most 
beautiful rhythms and forms, and temporality, in music. It is finally, the genius of Black people and social 
contexts, as Mukul Mangalik, my teacher in college was trying to explain to me in college. This 
alternation between musical forms, and their basis in a social context, working class jazz, and its 
cultures, is expressed even in Larkin's notes on biography and the concrete universal in America. Where 
the whole history of workers, black soul in Christian communities, and the history of black slavery passes 
by in a sheet of time, when jazz begins to play. It is finally the black power, in Mingus' leadership in his 
quartet. It is finally alot of drinking and splinters in Parker or Coltrane. Personally I fell in love with 


Shh..Peaceful by Miles Davis, for its virtual sound, and utopian promise. All of this creates the music of 
jazz, which then resembles forms of life and politics. To be in for jazz democracy, as Cornel West puts it, 
is to keep the people struggling to hold powers accountable. 


In India, jazz is recognised as a foreign form, though there is a sub-culture of jazz listening and guitaring, 
even as Opeth is seen to be the metal band that played jazz. There is no form of music peculiar to India, 
and its love for American music, begins with rock, or classical rock. Perhaps there will be a time, for jazz 
music to be followed in India, the formal arrangement of the music, aligns it with rap and rock, as well. 
Which is the Indian idiom, of American music. Dancing at home, in discotheques and clubs, to rap music, 
is a common thing among Christians in India. It is finally the soul, of rap, its peculiar rhythms, and 
syntax, that organises a dance. Perhaps this is utopia, a little bit of dancing. It includes, in Cuba, the love 
for dancing to Salsa. Indians learn, the club dance, the jive, the cha cha cha and the salsa. A mix of 
contemporary and past forms. Why dance to music? Perhaps it is the beat, the love and the structure of 
modernism, in it. 


Deconstruction and specifics: 


Relations organise the world according to Peter Hallward. It is the relation between an imperialist nation, 
and a non-imperialist nation, a communist politics and a non-communist politics. These relations are then 
complex, there is a relation between working classes and bourgeoisies, and a non-relation. There is an 
active antagonism or a cultural compromise. But there are also economic relations and non-economic 
relations. In Sirohi, this author, there is an observation of historical relations, and their cultural forms. 
Historically the European world, underdeveloped Africa, as Walter Rodney among the first dependency 
theorists tried to argue, as I was reading in college under my teacher Mukul Mangalik who I mentioned 
above. Dependency theory, tried to argue that there are distinct modernisations because of distinct 
histories and their articulation into the world economy. This was enough to speak about different 
modernities, and therefore the search for a Latin American idenitity and an Indian identity. However 
things get more complex as relations would establish. In India the non-aligned movement, of Nehru's 
opened it both to Soviet ideas and American capitalism. In Latin America, this wasn't the case. It was 
largely a Cuban communism that opened its world to communist politics. 


The concrete universal in India's case, is either a Premchand, who writes short stories in Hindi about 
class consciousness, or it is Muktibodh, who writes dense Hindi in poetry for communist ideas, or it is the 
Delhi crowd of English literature students who speak of Ulysses and Hopscotch. How do we understand 
the concrete universal figure in India? It is a bit of a mix, it is a man who speaks both English and Hindi, 
perhaps someone from Allahbad. 


Relations studied concretely, is what I attempt now. There is American capitalism, or the hegemon, it 
organises economic relations of (a) globalization and (b) cultural dependency (c) cultural unities (d) 
economic dependency (e) economic relations. Globalization is a postmodernity, and cultural unity of the 
bourgeois classes of the world, it is also a historical period after the fall of the Soviet Union in the 1990s. 
This creates economic dependency, which is complex and dependent on configurations of capital and its 
character towards the poor. This economic dependency is also based on national capitals and their either 
dependency or autonomy that creates contradictions that are global or national. And then there are 
conjunctural economic relations between say the EU and America, which is not a dependence unless 
structured conjuncturally. 


This international conjuncture, can be grasped best in Althusser's fashion. It is to take the complex 
capitals, articulate them with national and global dynamics of the abstract law of value, and then to grasp 
imperialism and comprador capitalism, in line with value, and then grasp, other aspects, of cultures, 
democracy and expressions of art, and then conjuncturally notice the conjunction from the standpoint of 
regions and places. For instance capital in India, is structured in comprador fashions, because of the 
national capital and international capital dynamics, and there is a alignment in culture with America, and 
there are political and cultural relations to Europe and the middle-East, even as there is a diverse culture 
within India. All of which constitute the conjuncture, as a complex ensemble of relations that are distinct 
in regions depending on the balance of class forces. This makes India a democratic mess because only 
dynamics of democracy can express the contradictions in a local and global form, that is more 
universalised than particularised. 


Deconstruction at last: 


There are representations, and power relations. These are structured in line with history, and in line with 
colonialism and post-colonial situations. These elaborate distinct types of histories. And therefore 
universal history, is a bracketed exposition of modernities, even as there are similarities and unions, even 
as there are differences and a complex play of identity and difference, till there is a structural eloboration 
of the international balance of class forces, that align the situation according to capital. Labour is 
differentiated and creates a complex view of the labour aspect of class struggle. There is the argument in 
India, that representations be subordinated to life and existential singularity, which does not hold in Latin 
America entirely, and therefore there is a play of difference in cultures and histories, that align this work 
with dependency theory and subaltern studies, and European modernity and differences, in 
modernisation, beyond capital and economic categories, in favour of existential plays. There is finally the 
argument that one should lead life in simplicity, or in Kierkegaardian ways, that is the European form of 
pronounciation of la vida en Espanol, que es una metafora de la vida simplemente, o complicadas en 
historias del el mundo. 


